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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considehng patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

2. Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schlack; John A. at al. ("Schlack") (US 7260823 B2) as applied to claims 1 and 8 in 
view of Jeannin; Sylvie et al.(" Jeannin") (US 7333712 B2). 

Regarding claims 1 and 8, Schlack teaches a device and method for device and 
method for creating summaries of multimedia documents comprising: 

A storage that stores multimedia documents (Fig. 2A, elements 214 and 216), 
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A viewing unit tliat enables a user to view a multimedia document stored on said 
storage (col. 27, lines 44-49), 

A weighting module that automatically assigns a weight to each multimedia 
document stored on said storage according to a frequency with which the stored 
multimedia documents are viewed by the user (col. 31 , lines 57-64; col. 17, lines 40-42, 
col. 21, lines 31-52; (total amt of time in minutes and click frequency); col. 22, lines 35- 
44; col. 29, lines 17-27; col. 30, lines 1-4; col. 32, lines 49-65 and Fig. 24), 

A summary creation module that creates a summary of the multimedia 
documents stored on said storage according to the weight assigned to each multimedia 
document (col. 19, lines 4-16 and Fig. 16 and Fig. 24) 

Schlack does not explicitly teach wherein each summary summarizes contents 
of a multimedia document. 

Jeannin however, teaches each summary summarizes contents of a 
multimedia document as weights are assigned ... a particular scene of the video 
source in the initial visual summary (col. 4, lines 9-18). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because 
Schlack's teaching would have allowed Jeannin's to facilitate the process of viewing 
the preferred programs by creating a summary of video contents, extracting the 
keyframes, and assigning weights to a group of keyframes which represent a particular 
scene from the video source. 



Application/Control Number: 10/584,647 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2164 

Regarding claim 2, Schlack further teaches said summary creation module 
creates a summary of the multimedia documents stored on said storage for which the 
weight assigned to each multimedia document is greater than a predefined threshold 

(col. 26, lines 64-66). 

Regarding claim 3, Schlack further teaches wherein each multimedia document 
having a type relating to the content of the document, said weighting module assigns a 
weight to each multimedia document according to type of document (e.g., program 
categories) (Fig. 16, element 1610 and Fig. 24). 

Regarding claim 4, Schlack does not explicitly teach wherein said device 
additionally divides each multimedia document into scenes and said weighting module 
additionally assigns a weight to each scene of the multimedia document. 

Jeannin, however, teaches wherein said summary creation module adapts a 
duration of the summary according to the weight assigned to each multimedia document 
and to each scene of the multimedia documents (col. 4, lines 9-18). 

Regarding claim 5, Jeannin further teaches wherein said summary creation 
module creates a summary of the multimedia documents stored on said storage 
according to the weight assigned to each scene in the multimedia document (col. 4, 

lines 9-18). 
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Regarding claim 6, Jeannin further teaches wherein said summary creation 
module adapts a duration of the summary according to the weight assigned to each 
multimedia document (col. 4, lines 9-18). 

Regarding claim 7, Schlack further teaches wherein said storage additionally 
stores the summaries (col. 12, lines 1-7). 

Regarding claim 9, Schlack does not explicitly teach wherein said summary 
creation module adapts a duration of the summary according to the weight assigned to 
each multimedia document and to each scene of the multimedia documents. 

Jeannin, however, teaches wherein said summary creation module adapts a 
duration of the summary according to the weight assigned to each multimedia document 
and to each scene of the multimedia documents (col. 4, lines 9-18). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 08/03/201 1 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Schlack fails to disclose or suggest, inter alia, the 
feature of creating summaries of multimedia documents in an automatic manner as 

claimed. 
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In response to the preceding arguments, Examiner respectfully submits that 
Schlack teaches the limitation "creating summaries of multimedia documents" as the 
program title of Fig. 24 shows a summary of the top 20 programs stored in the device 
that have received lots of viewlngs (col. 22, lines 30-44; col. 31 , lines 40-41 ; 57-62 and 
Fig. 24). 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., an automatic manner) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are 
not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993). 

Applicant further argues that Schlack also fails to disclose or suggest, inter alia, 
the feature of creating summaries of multimedia documents according to a weight 
assigned to each multimedia document, as claimed. 

In response to the preceding arguments. Examiner respectfully submits that 
Schlack teaches the limitation "creating summaries of the multimedia documents 
according to the weighting assigned to each scene in said multimedia documents" as 
the VCPS tracks the total time that each program is viewed (e.g., holding factor profile). 
For each program title, a holding factor along with the view duration and dwell time (in 
seconds) for a sample household is illustrated. Assuming a household watches channel 
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A for 20 minutes, tlien returns to cliannel A for 20 minutes... the holding factor for the 
program on channel A is 40/60=66.7%. The prior art further teaches that session data 
is saved and matched to a signature... the session and existing signatures are SCORED 
based on viewing time and access frequency. The program title of Fig. 24 shows a 
summary of the top 20 programs stored in the device that have received lots of viewings 
(col. 22, lines 30-44; col. 31 , lines 40-41 ; 57-62 and Fig. 24). 

The following table shows six signature bins and a total viewing time of 60,000 
seconds. The two signature bins meet the viewing time are marked off limits (col. 32, 
lines 49-65) 
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Based on the above, it is submitted that Schlack teaches the limitation as 
claimed. 

Applicant further argues that neither Schlack nor Jeannin discloses the use of a 
user profile to create summaries of multimedia documents. When combining Schlack 
with Jeannin, a person skilled in the art is not taught to create a video summary of 
viewed content according to the way the user looks at the content. When combining 
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Schlack with Jeannin, notliing suggests ttie desirability of observing user preferences to 
create video summaries according to a user profile, and especially nothing suggests the 
desirability of "a summary creation module that creates a summary of the multimedia 
documents stored on said storage according to the weight assigned to each multimedia 
document", as recited for example by independent claim 1 . There is no link between 
Jeannin and Schlack which could lead to the combination of features provided by 
independent claims 1 and 8. Therefore, even if the teachings of Schlack and Jeannin 
are combined, as proposed, the resulting combination still does not disclose or suggest 
each and every feature of independent claims 1 and 8 (and dependent claims 2-7 and 
9). 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., the use of a user profile to create summaries of multimedia documents) are not 
recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no teaching, suggestion, or 
motivation to combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness may 
be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
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found either in ttie references themselves or in the l^nowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
1988), In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992), and KSR 
International Co. v. Teleflex, Inc., 550 U.S. 398, 82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007). In this case, 
Schlack teaches profiling and identification of television viewers. The profiles are 
comprised of profile categories, including the categories of preferred programs, 
preferred networks, viewing duration, channel change frequency etc... and automatic 
session detection uses channel change and other information to dynamically determine 
which viewer is watching television at any given time ... combining current session data 
with historical data for those viewers. The historical data is an aggregation of session 
data for a particular viewer or type of viewer, and reflects a set of viewing and 
interactivity habits (col. 6, lines 44-48; col. 7, lines 10-19). 

Jeannin, on the other hand, teaches automatic creation of a visual summary of 
video content includes personal TV recorders and agent technologies which operate by 
using Electronic Programming Guides and storing user preferences. These devices 
have the ability to store hundreds of hours of video content, so as to facilitate the 
process of viewing the preferred programs (col. 1 , lines 55-62). Jeannin further teaches 
assigning the weights based on a relative time each of the keyframes in the particular 
group represents of the particular scene from the video source and filtering of the 
keyframes represent less than a predetermined threshold of time in the particular scene 
of the video source. The visual summary from the total set of frames can be several 



Application/Control Number: 10/584,647 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2164 

variations including tailoring the content to specific fast forward/rewind speeds (col. 2, 
lines 30-41 and 56-58). 

As can be seen from the above, both prior arts teach viewer profiling for 
television broadcast and videos. Schlack teaches tracking viewer's historical data and 
Jeannin teaches using keyframes of a video to summarize its content based on the pre- 
determined weight from the source (col. 4, lines 12-25). Both prior arts are in the same 
field of endeavor and are relevant with the claimed invention. As such, combining 
Schlack and Jeannin's teaching would have arrived at the claimed invention. 



Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LESLIE WONG whose telephone number is (571)272- 
4120. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday 9:30am - 6:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, CHARLES RONES can be reached on (571)272-4085. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571 - 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more Information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

LW /Leslie Wong/ 

October 1 9, 201 1 Primary Examiner, Art Unit 21 64 



